be deprived of property by a pro-
cess that does not apply to all citi-
zens alike, the theoretic enuncia-
tion is a hollow mockery. The
peaceable possesslon of property is
a oatural and inherent right; equal-
ity demands that specinl methods
uf deprivation of it shall net exisi.
No one will ¢laim that there is any
pretenseof applying thesame opera-
tion that robs the Saints of their
property to any other claes of people
witbin the Republic; consequently
vur point is made,

One of the worst features of the
reasoning of the decision is that part
which imdicates the necessity for
escheatment ag inevitably following
the disineorpnration of the Church.
Tt is held that, the corporation heing
dissolved, there were no parties to
whom tlie property could be awarded,
consequently it must escheat to the
government. This is one of the
most  inexcusahle violations of
equity ever expressed. Its basis has
not the merit of truthfulness. The
ngencies appointed by the donors of
the property are still in existence,
and it could have been confided to
them, if not fer use, at least for
distribution.

I't is susceptible of proof that it was
customary to use much of the proper-
ty of the Church to feed the hungry
and clothe the naked, and for other
bepeficent purposes. When a gov-
ernment descends, on a false hy-
pothesls, to rob the pour and indig-
ent it goes down into the smallest
pessible bueiness in which it can
engage.

Lt is claimed by the court that the
Church has been guilty of an abuse
of chartered rights. 1t is presum-
nble that this is intended as Ap ex-
cupe for escheating the Church
property to the government. We
deny that any such abuse has ex-
isted, and further contend that,
aside from that proposition, the

court waa not ecalled upon to
pass upon ‘matters of fact.
The controversy was purely «

question of law, that being, ns we
understand it, the basis of the ap-
peal, This dragging in of irrelev-
ant assertions is pelther just nor
dignified, and conatitutes n bolster
cousisting of 4 pillow slip with no
feathers. '

The Court declares that the dis-
tinguishing features pf “Mormon-
ismi»? are polygamy and absolute
ectlesiastical control over its church
meinhers. Of the first it is sufficient
here to observe that the question be-
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cence of a defendant charged with
crime, was not properly an issue
befure the Conrt) the question to he
determined was the right to own,
possess and contrul propurty. To
say that the Court had a right
to ake judicial npotice of the
fact that polygnmy was a
doctrine and criminal practice of
the *““Mormons,”” and that theif
Church property might, therefore,
be couflecated, is to say that the
court might also take judicial notice
of the fuct thut pot more thaw two
pur cent of the membership of that
budy ever engaged in that practice,
anu that for the offense of two, u
hundred may be ponpished. But
the proposition that the property of
law-breakers may Y confiscated
without the trial zwd evuvietion,
upots a criminal charge, of its own-
uT8, i8 to Bay that counfiscalion may
follow suspicion or accusativn.

The practice of this doctrine by
the mooarch of France was one of
the chief causes that led to the
storming of the Bastile and the
reign of terror which cost a millivn
lives. Itis anarchy in oneof the
worst forms it could assume.

Of the absolute control under
which the ‘members of the ‘“Mor-
mon® Church are alleged to be held,
it ¢au be sald and supported by
thelr unaplmous voice, that they
hold themselves to be the freest and
most independent community oo
enrth. The rule of common consent
prevails in all their affuirs. They
are cooiroled by thelr oonviclions,
notby thelr officers, but by their cun-
sciences. The voluptary umnion of
the mass Is mistaken for despotic
sway exercised by its leading men.
To show the absurdity of this error
made by the Court would not be
difficult.

1t is a matter of current history,nnd
of statistles of whieh, did the con-
nectiou warrant, a court might tuke
Jjulicial notice, that ninety-eizht per
ceut of the “Mormon?* people are
law-nbiding, and have mever vio-
Inted any statute of the Jand, Have
they oot a right, then, to act with
unity? Is barinony of belief
and conduct among ('burch mem-
bers an offeuse? Can it be urged as
a reason why their property should
be taken from them? Grant, for
argument’s sulke, that the leaders of
a church exercise “absolute control*
over lts metbers, it the latter live
withiu the luw, and choose to sub-
mit to and sustain the former, has
the clvil power the right to ioter-

fore the Court was oneof property |fere? When thegovernment begius
rights, not of criminal practices; of jto regulate the interonl ecenomy of
law, not of fucts. The guilt or inno- ' a church, where will the end be?
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The Court-says that the goverm
ment has been patient in its deal
ings with the “Mormons.”” The
fact is that for yearsthe government
has impatiently surged against. the
restraiots of the Constitution, until
ab length it has burstthem sasunder;
in an eager desire to abolish an uo-
popular church. The Court also
says that the history of the “Mor-
mong’’ i one of resistance to law
and the commission of pitiless atroc-
itiea on their part. Buch language;
from such a source, upon such an
oceasion, is an outrace. not upon

| truth nione, but upon the dignity of
| the Court itself, and thie dispasaion-

ate and impartial method which
should have prevailed in the final
decision of une of the moat important
lawguits known to history. Nothing
in the record before the court called
for such expressions. They were
extrapeous to the oceasion, not gers
mane to the issue, and show that
the members of the Court bad al-
lowed popular clamor, and natter
outside of the record and argu-
ments, to influence their decision.

The comparisoh drawn by the
Court between plural marriage ahd
assassination, as religious customs;
is odious, not alone to the people at
whose expenee it was intended to
be made, but to sense, reason and
justice. The ahsence of common
elements in the two practices is so
cong|*icuous as to need no comments

It is gratifying to observe that
the Court was not n unit in apptov-
ing this robbery of a church, as
the Chief Justice and associnte
justicer Field and Lamar dissente
We have po doubt that there nre.
manry right thiuking and iotelliz.
gent citizens in the Republic who
wlll be glad to be found in such
noble company.

Ap usual, the Latter-day Baints
have received the news of this dez
cligion—n fresh evidence of the un- |
Just discrimination to which they
are subjected —with calmoess, To
assert that they are not inwardly
exercised in regard to it would he
incorrect. It 18 an important event
of their history. and it stapds ip
the same relation In regnrd to the
country at large.

It is proper io this conovection to
direct attention to the fact that the
powers that be are determined to
emphasize the declaration made by

every faithful member of the
Church—that Joseph Smith was o
Prophet.

The founder, in the hands of God;
of the Church, declared, without
qualification, that the time would

come when the heads of the nation



